TH'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today (1)
was not witten for publication in a law journal and (2) is not
bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.

Paper No. 48

UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Appeal No. 95-3114
Appl i cation 08/051, 800!

HEARD: December 8, 1997

Bef ore CALVERT, COHEN and STAAB, Adm nistrative Patent Judges.

CALVERT, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL
This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1, 2,
4, 6, 7, 10 to 12, 15 to 17, 20 to 22, 25 and 26, and fromthe
rejection of clainms 3, 5, 8, 9, 13, 14, 18, 19, 23 and 24 in the
Suppl enmental Exam ner's Answer (Paper No. 33). No claimis

al | oned.

1 Application for patent filed April 26, 1993. According
to appellant, this application is a continuation of Application
07/ 634, 131 filed January 4, 1991, now abandoned.
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The appeal ed subject matter concerns a device for fastening
a load carrier to the roof of a vehicle. The independent clains
on appeal, clains 1, 6, 11, 16 and 21, are reproduced in the
appendi x hereto.

The references applied by the exam ner in the final

rejection are:?

Dut schka et al. (Dutschka '718) 2933718 Mar. 12, 1981
(German patent)

Morsch (German patent) 3034226 Apr. 15, 1982

Dut schka et al. (Dutschka '424) 3018424 May 13, 1982
(German patent)

Raut hmann et al. (Raut hmann) 3306360 Sep. 6, 1984
(German patent)

Bar ber o (European application) 0177758 Apr. 16, 1986

Riehle et al. (Riehle) 457073 Nov. 25, 1986
(Swedi sh patent)

Tittel (European application) 0278435 Aug. 17, 1988

The clains stand rejected as foll ows:
1. Clains 1, 6 and 21, anticipated by Mrsch, Rauthmann or
Dut schka ' 424, under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 102(b);
2. Clains 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 10 to 12, 15 to 17, 20 to 22, 25 and
26, unpatentable over either of R ehle or Dutschka '718 in view

of either Morsch or Raut hmann, under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 103;

2 Al though appellant and the exam ner refer to the
references by nunber, we will for convenience refer to them by
the name of the inventor. Translations of the six references
which are not in English (all but Barbero), prepared for the PTQ
are encl osed herew th.
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3. Clains 1, 6 and 21, unpatentable over either of Barbero or
Tittel in view of either Mdrsch or Raut hmann, under 35 U.S. C

§ 103;

4. Clains 3, 5 8, 9, 13, 14, 18, 19, 23 and 24, under 35

U S C 8§ 112, second paragraph.

Rejection 1

In order to constitute an anticipation of a claimunder 35
US C 8 102(b), a prior art reference nust disclose every
limtation of the clained invention, either explicitly or

i nherently. 1n re Schreiber, -- F.3d, --, --, 44 USPQd 1429,

1431 (Fed. Cir. 1997). 1In the present case, looking first at the
Morsch reference, we do not find therein a fastening device which
is imovably anchored on or fixed to the vehicle, as called for
by each of the independent clains, since device (link) 16 is
pivoted on rivet 17 (see page 5, lines 5 to 8)3 W do not
consider that the device's resting against seal 6 makes it
“i mmovabl e, ” as the exam ner asserts on page 7 of the answer.

The Raut hmann and Dut schka ' 424 references |ikew se do not

anticipate the clains because each of themrequires, inter alia,

that the integrity of the vehicle be nodified by nmaking holes in

3 Al citations herein to pages and lines of non-English
| anguage references are to the translations of the references
encl osed herew th.
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the roof: in Rauthmann, to acconmpdate the screws 3 and casings
4, and in Dutschka '424, to pass the lower leg 25 of the device
t hrough the roof girder 3 (page 4, lines 13 to 15). These
references do not, therefore, disclose a device having an
anchorage portion “such that the vehicle need only be nodified to
the extent that the device [or securenent nmeans] is anchored [or
fixed] thereto,” as recited in each of the independent cl ains.
Accordingly, the rejections under 8§ 102(b) will not be
sust ai ned.

Rej ection 2

Riehle in view of Mirsch or Raut hnmann

Ri ehl e di scl oses apparatus in which a load carrier 1 is
fastened to a vehicle by neans of an adapter 4 in a space behind
the sealing strip on door 2. Adapter 4 has an engagenent nenber
5, 9 which interconnects with the engagenent nenber 1la of the
carrier and wll be tensioned when nut 17 on the carrier is
ti ghtened (paragraph bridging pages 4 and 5). A neck extends
between 5 and the anchorage portion, which, in the enbodi nent
shown in Fig. 4, requires no nodification of the vehicle since it
constitutes legs 12 hooking onto plate 7 of the vehicle's drip
nmol di ng (page 4, lines 17 to 20). Appellant argues at page 20 of

the brief that the Riehle adapter 4 is not designed to remain
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fixed in position on the vehicle after the |load carrier is
removed, but it is not apparent why it is not. The patent

di scl oses that the Fig. 4 enbodi nent may have projections on the
| egs 12, hooking onto plate 7, “so that the connection is even
stronger” (id.). This connection would appear to be at |east as
per manent as appellant's catch-like portion 13, which grips
projection 9 on the vehicle.

Ri ehl e does not disclose that the engagenment nenber 5 is
“permanent |y di sposed outside the contour of the vehicle,” as
cl ai med, but the exam ner takes the position that it would have
been obvious to so construct the R ehle adapter 4 in view of
Morsch or Raut hmann, both of which show adapters which extend
upward beyond the roof line of the vehicle.

It seens evident that in designing an adapter of this type,
one of ordinary skill would face the choice of whether to nake
the adapter relatively short (as with the adapter of R ehle), so
that it would not project beyond the vehicle contour and thus
woul d preserve the vehicle's aesthetic appearance, or whether to
extend the adapter above the vehicle's contour (as with the
Morsch and Raut hmann adapters), thereby making it easier to
attach the load carrier, and allow ng attachnment of the carrier

wi t hout opening the door. VWhich of these alternatives one of
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ordinary skill would adopt would be sinply a matter of design
choi ce, dependi ng on which considerations were considered to be
nore inportant, and we therefore conclude that it woul d have been
obvious to nmake the Ri ehle adapter 4 |ong enough to project the
engagenent nenber 5 above the vehicle contour in view of Mdrsch's
and Raut hmann's di scl osure of such adapters.

Wth regard to clainms 2, 7, 12, 17 and 22, we note that |egs
12 of Riehle's device 4 surround portion 7 of the vehicle, and
the sealing strip on the door appears to bear against the device.
On the other hand, we do not find, nor does the exam ner point
out, where the conbination of R ehle and either Mrsch or
Raut hmann woul d suggest the additional Iimtations recited in
clains 4, 10, 15, 20, 25 and 26.

This rejection will therefore be sustained as to clainms 1,
2, 6, 7, 11, 12, 16, 17, 21 and 22, but not as to clains 4, 10,
15, 20, 25 and 26

Dut schka ' 718 in view of Mrsch or Raut hmann

Dut schka ' 718 di scl oses a device 19 for attaching a | oad
carrier to a vehicle, the device having a hook which engages a
pi voted bar 39 on the carrier, and a | ower end which is spot

wel ded to the vehicle at 21 (page 4, line 27). The bar 39 is
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pivoted to a plate 33 on the carrier such that it would be in
t ensi on when cl anped.

Appel lant, incorrectly assum ng that spot welds 21 are
rivets, argues that the Dutschka '718 device would require
nodi fication of the vehicle, contrary to what is recited in the
i ndependent clains. W do not agree. It is fundanental that
clainms are to be given their broadest reasonable interpretation

consistent wwth the specification, Inre Prater, 415 F.2d 1393,

1404, 162 USPQ 541, 550 (CCPA 1969), and nust be interpreted as

broadly as their terns reasonably allow. Inre Zletz, 893 F.2d

319, 321, 13 USPQd 1320, 1322 (Fed. Gr. 1989). In the present
case, the only specific reference we find in the specification to
nodi fication of the vehicle is the statenent on page 2, lines 11
to 18, to the effect that the device of the invention “permts
per manent fastening of a clanping unit on the body w thout any
nodi ficational intervention therein.” Appellant states on page 3
of the brief that

by providing an anchorage portion that fixes the device
only on preexisting portions of the vehicle, the device
of fers the advantage of avoiding the necessity of

di m nishing the structural integrity or marring the
appear ance of the vehicle through the use of special

pur pose anchorage structures that involve riveting,

bol ting, welding, or otherw se attaching the devices to
a vehicle in a manner that necessitates nodi fying the
vehicle itself.
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We agree that dimnishing the structural integrity of the
vehicle, as by form ng holes for the reception of bolts, rivets,
etc., would not constitute a nodification of the vehicle “only

to the extent that the device is anchored thereto,” as
clainmed. However, we do not agree that this |anguage woul d
excl ude devices that are attached to the vehicle by wel ding or
gluing. Such neans of attachnment would not dimnish the
vehicle's structural integrity, nor would it mar the vehicle's
appearance any nore than woul d be done by the attachnment of any
anchorage device, including appellant's.

Accordingly, we conclude that the device 19 of Dutschka
' 718, being spot welded to the vehicle, has an anchorage portion
whi ch anchors the device “such that the vehicle need only be
nodi fied to the extent that the device is anchored thereto,” as
claimed. W further conclude that, for the reasons discussed
above, it would have been obvious in view of Mdrsch or Raut hmann
to make the Dutschka '718 device 19 of such length as to extend
its engagenent nenber outside the contour of the vehicle.

This rejection of clainms 1, 6, 11, 16 and 21 wll be
sustai ned. However, it wll not be sustained as to clains 2, 4,
7, 10, 12, 15, 17, 20, 22, 25 and 26, each of which recites

limtati ons which woul d not have been obvious fromthe
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conbi nati on of Dutschka '718 and Mdrsch or Rauthmann, i.e., the
device being at least partly fixed in position by cooperation
with the masking or sealing strip (clains 2, 7, 12, 17, 22 and
26), or the anchorage portion having a catch-1ike or catching
portion and | ocking portion (clains 4, 10, 15, 20 and 25).

Rej ection 3

The Barbero and Tittel references each disclose devices
(Barbero 12, Tittel 26 (Fig. 5)) for attaching a |load carrier to
a vehicle, the devices being attached to the vehicle by wel ding
or gluing (Barbero, page 3, lines 14 and 15), or by screws 16
(Tittel).

W will sustain the rejection of claiml, 6 and 21 based on
Bar bero, but not based on Tittel. Since the Barbero device is
wel ded or glued to the vehicle, it requires nodification of the
vehicle “only ... to the extent that the device is anchored
thereto,” whereas the Tittel device requires the drilling of
holes in the vehicle for the reception of screws 16 and insert
nuts 12. Barbero otherwi se neets all the [imtations of clains
1, 6 and 21 (being in a space behind a sealing strip 14), except
that its engagenent nenber 22 is not disposed outside the contour

of the vehicle, but for reasons di scussed above, we concl ude that
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it would have been obvious to so di spose the engagenent nenber in
vi ew of Morsch or Raut hmann.

Rej ection 4

In the first Ofice action (Paper No. 5 of application
07/ 634, 131), the examner required an election of species, in
response to which appellant elected the species of Fig. 1 (Paper
No. 6, filed Nov. 1, 1991). The exam ner indicated that the
el ection had been made with traverse (Paper No. 10, page 2).
Thereafter, in the final rejection (Paper No. 26), the exam ner
stated that clainms 3, 5, 8, 9, 13, 14, 18, 19, 23 and 24 were
wi t hdrawn from consi deration under 37 CFR 8§ 1.142(b) as being
drawn to a nonel ected species. In response to argunents in
appellant's brief, the exam ner held on page 2 of the answer that
the question of withdrawal of the clains was a petitionable, not
appeal able, matter. However, after the appellant, on page 2 of

the reply brief, called the examner's attention to MPEP § 821, *

4 MPEP § 821 provides

821 Treatnent of Cains Held to be Drawn to Nonel ect ed
| nventi ons

* * * * *

The propriety of a requirenent to restrict, if
traversed, is reviewable by petition under 37 CFR
1.144, In re Hengehold, [440 F.2d 1395] 169 USPQ 473
(CCPA 1971).

10



Appeal No. 95-3114
Appl i cation 08/ 051, 800

the exam ner then rejected the wthdrawn clains under 35 U S. C
8§ 112, second paragraph, in the supplenental exam ner's answer
(Paper No. 33).

After fully considering the argunments presented in the
brief, reply brief, response to new grounds of rejection, reply
and further reply, as well as the three supplenental exam ner's
answers, we conclude that the rejection is well taken.

W will discuss claim3 as being typical of rejected clains
3, 8, 13, 18 and 23; clains 5, 9, 14, 19 and 24 are dependent on

these clains, respectively. daim3 reads:

Al'l clainms that the exam ner holds as not being
directed to the el ected subject matter should be
w thdrawn from further consideration by the exam ner as
set forth in MPEP § 809.02(c) and 8§ 821.01 through
8§ 821.03. As to one or nore of such clains the
applicant nmay traverse the exam ner's holding that they
are not directed to the el ected subject matter. The
propriety of this holding, if traversed, is appeal abl e.
Thus, if the exam ner adheres to his or her position
after such traverse, he or she should reject the clains
to which the traverse applies on the ground that they
are not directed to the el ected subject matter.
Because applicant believes the clains are readabl e on
the el ected invention and the exam ner disagrees, the
met es and bounds of the clain(s) cannot be readily
ascertained, rendering the claims) vague and
indefinite wwthin the neaning of 35 U . S.C. 112, second
par agr aph.

11



Appeal No. 95-3114
Appl i cation 08/ 051, 800

3. The device as clainmed in claim1l, wherein the anchorage

portions are | anellar and are di sposed between a strip and an

adj acent portion of the vehicle body, the anchorage portions
being fixed in this position by fastening neans for the strip

whi ch al so fasten the anchorage portions in the vehicle body.
Claim3 requires, first, that the anchorage portions be
“lamellar.” Ininterpreting this term we will give it its
“ordinary and accustoned neaning, unless it appears that the

inventor used [it] differently.” Envirotech Corp. v. Al George,

Inc., 730 F.2d 753, 759, 221 USPQ 473, 477 (Fed. Cr. 1984). I n
the specification, the term*“lanellar” is used only to describe
t he anchorage portion 15 of the second enbodi ment (Fig. 2) (page

3, line 15; page 7, line 36). Anchorage portion 15 is shown in

Fig. 2 as a flat piece, and is described on page 8, line 1, as a
“sheet strip.” This is consistent wwth the dictionary definition
of “lanellar” as “lanellate”, i.e., “flat; platelike,”® and it is

evident that the Fig. 1 species does not fit this definition,
since anchorage portion 13 is not flat, but is bent to grasp
projection 9 (page 6, line 29, to page 7, line 1), and has a
proj ecting tongue 14.

Claim3 al so provides that the anchorage portion is fixed in

position “by fastening neans for the [masking or sealing] strip

5 The Anerican College Dictionary (Random House, 1970).

12
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whi ch al so fasten the anchorage portions in the vehicle body.”
There is no disclosure of any such structure for the enbodi nent
of Fig. 1.

On January 28, 1993, appellant filed an anendnent addi ng a
new figure, Fig. 4, which appears to show the apparatus of Fig. 1
with the addition of a seal nenber between the neck 10 and the
vehicle, and a screw 18 fastening the neck and seal to the
vehi cl e body. The exam ner objected to this anmendnent as new
matter and required cancellation of the added material (final
rejection, page 2). She further held this requirenent to be
petitionable, rather than appeal able, noting that the clains have
not been rejected as involving new matter® (Paper No. 33, page 2;
Paper No. 36, page 2).

We agree with the exam ner that the question of new matter,
per se, is not before us, since no clains have been rejected on

that ground. See MPEP 8§ 608.04(c) and Ex parte W]/l cox, 39 USPQ

501, 502 (Bd. App. 1938). Appellant, however, refers to Fig. 4
in arguing that it shows that the species of Figs. 1 and 2 are

not mutually exclusive. This argunent goes to the propriety of

6 Wiile amendatory matter may properly be objected to as
new matter under 35 U. S.C. §8 132, any rejection on that ground
woul d be under 35 U. S.C. § 112, first paragraph, rather than 35
US C 8 132. See In re Rasnmussen, 650 F.2d 1212, 211 USPQ 323
(CCPA 1981).

13
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the examner's requiring the election of species in the first
pl ace, and as such, addresses a matter which is not within our

jurisdiction. |In re Watkinson, 900 F.2d 230, 233, 14 USPQd

1407, 1409 (Fed. Cr. 1990); In re Hengehold, 440 F.2d at 1404,

169 USPQ at 479-80. Qur jurisdiction here is limted to deciding
the correctness of the § 112 rejection, i.e., whether clains 3 et
al. are readable on the elected species of Fig. 1. For the
reasons al ready di scussed above, we conclude that they are not.
Moreover, even if Fig. 4 were sonehow determ ned not to be new
matter, and part of the el ected species, these clains would still
not be readable on it because the anchorage portion of Fig. 4 is
not “lanellar.”

Since clains 3, 5, 8, 9, 13, 14, 19, 23 and 24 are not
readabl e on the el ected species, they are indefinite under the
rationale set forth in MPEP 8§ 821, supra. The rejection of these
clains under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, wll therefore be
sust ai ned.

Concl usi on

The exam ner's deci sion

(1) toreject clainms 1, 6 and 21 under 35 U S.C. 8§ 102(b) is

rever sed

14
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(2) toreject clainms 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 10 to 12, 15 to 17, 20 to
22, 25 and 26 (a) as unpatentable over Riehle in view of Mirsch
or Rauthmann is affirmed as to clainms 1, 2, 6, 7, 11, 12, 16, 17,
21 and 22, and reversed as to clains 4, 10, 15, 20, 25 and 26,
and (b) as unpatentable over Dutschka '718 in view of Mrsch or
Raut hmann is affirmed as to clains 1, 6, 11, 16 and 21, and
reversed as to clainms 2, 4, 7, 10, 12, 15, 17, 20, 22, 25 and 26;
(3) toreject clains 1, 6 and 21 (a) as unpatentable over
Barbero in view of Morsch or Rauthmann is affirmed, and (b) as
unpatentabl e over Tittel in view of Morsch or Rauthmann is
reversed

(4) toreject clains 3, 5, 8, 9, 13, 14, 19, 23 and 24 under 35

U S C 8§ 112, second paragraph, is affirned.

15



Appeal No. 95-3114
Appl i cation 08/ 051, 800

No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection wth this appeal

§ 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED- | N- PART

| AN A. CALVERT

Adm ni strative Patent Judge)
)
)

)
| RWN CHARLES COHEN )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge)

)

)

)
LAWRENCE J. STAAB )

Adm ni strative Patent Judge)

16
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Tracy W Druce

Novak, Druce, Reynolds & Burt
1900 Towerlife Building

310 S. St. Mary's Street

San Antonio, TX 78205-3108
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APPENDI X

1. A device for fastening one type of |oad carrier
onto a variety of vehicle nodels, the |oad carrier being provided
with a strut extending transversely over the vehicle roof, a
support foot which abuts against the vehicle roof and
which transfers thereto the loading of the load carrier, and a
clanping unit in the support foot, the clanmping unit including an
engagenent nenber which, for fixedly securing the |load carrier on
the vehicle, is novable in a clanping direction substantially
transversely of the longitudinal direction of the vehicle, the
device conprising a neck portion which is at |east partially
di sposed in a preexisting space behind masking or sealing strips
on the vehicle, an anchorage portion for imovably anchoring the
device on the vehicle, the anchorage portion being designed for
anchoring the device on only preexisting portions of the vehicle
such that the vehicle need only be nodified to the extent that
the device is anchored thereto, and a correspondi ng engagenent
menber adapted to interconnect with the engagenent nenber such
that the correspondi ng engagenent nenber is placed in tension
when t he engagenent nenber is noved in the clanping direction,
t he neck portion, the correspondi ng engagenent nenber, and at
| east one part of the anchorage portion being a single,
integrated unit, the device being designed to remain fixed in
position on the vehicle after renoval of the | oad carrier such
that the correspondi ng engagenent nenber is permanently di sposed
outside of the contour of the vehicle, the one part of the
anchorage portion being designed to be disposed in the
preexi sting space behind the masking or sealing strips.

6. A device for securing a support foot of one type of
| oad carrier to a variety of vehicle nodels, conprising:

an engagenent nenber for engagenment with a support foot
engagenent nenber, the support foot engagenent nenber being
novabl e in a clanping direction substantially transversely
relative to a longitudinal direction of the vehicle;

anchorage neans for imovably fixing the device to the
vehi cl e, the anchorage neans being designed for fixing the device

18
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on only preexisting portions of the vehicle such that the vehicle
need only be nodified to the extent that the device is fixed
t her et o;

a neck portion extendi ng between the engagenent nenber and
t he anchorage neans; and

t he engagenent nenber of the device being placed in tension
when t he support foot engagenent nenber noves in a clanping
di rection, the engagenent nenber of the device being designed to
be permanently di sposed outside of the contour of the vehicle,
and t he engagenent nenber of the device, at |east a portion of
t he anchorage nmeans, and the neck portion being a single,
integrated unit, the device being designed to remain fixed on the
vehicle after renoval of the load carrier, the portion of the
anchorage neans and a part of the neck portion being disposed in
preexi sting spaces behind a masking or sealing strip of the
vehi cl e.

11. A device for carrying loads on a variety of vehicle
nodel s conpri si ng:

a load carrying unit, the load carrying unit including a
strut extending over a top portion of the vehicle, a support foot
attached to the strut for abutting the top portion of the
vehicle, and clanping neans in the support foot, the clanping
means including a first engagenent nenber, the first engagenent
menber being novable in a clanping direction substantially
transversely relative to a longitudinal direction of the vehicle;

securenment nmeans for securing the load carrying unit to the
vehi cl e, the securenment neans including a second engagenent
menber for engaging with the first engagenent nenber and
anchorage neans for imovably fixing the securenment neans to
t he vehicle, the anchorage nmeans being designed for fixing the
securenment nmeans to only preexisting portions of the vehicle such
that the vehicle need only be nodified to the extent that the
securenment nmeans is fixed thereto, and a neck portion extending
bet ween the second engagenent nenber and the anchorage neans, the
second engagenent nenber being designed to be permanently
di sposed outside of the contour of the vehicle;

19



Appeal No. 95-3114
Appl i cation 08/ 051, 800

the first engagenent nenber being novable to engage with the
second engagenent menber when the first engagenent nenber is
nmoved in the clanping direction, the second engagenent nenber
bei ng placed in tension when the first engagenent nenber is noved
in the clanping direction, and the second engagenent nenber, at
| east a portion of the anchorage neans, and the neck portion
being a single, integrated unit, the securenent neans being
designed to remain fixed to the vehicle after renoval of the | oad
carrying unit, the portion of the anchorage neans and a part of
t he neck portion being designed to be disposed in preexisting
spaces behind a masking or sealing strip of the vehicle.

16. A vehicle with a disengageable |oad carrier,
conpri si ng:

a vehicle including a sealing or masking strip, the masking
or sealing strip defining a space between the masking or sealing
strip and a body of the vehicle;

a load carrying unit, the load carrying unit including a
strut extending over a top portion of the vehicle, a support foot
attached to the strut for abutting the top portion of the
vehicle, and clanping neans in the support foot, the clanping
means including a first engagenent nmenber, the first engagenent
menber being novable in a clanping direction substantially
transversely relative to a longitudinal direction of the vehicle;

securenment nmeans for securing the first engagenent nenber to
the vehicle, the securenent nmeans including a second engagenent
menber and anchorage neans for imovably fixing the securenent
means to the vehicle, the anchorage neans being designed for
fixing the securenent nmeans on only preexisting portions of the
vehi cl e such that the vehicle need only be nodified to the extent
that the securenent neans is fixed thereto, and a neck portion
ext endi ng between the second engagenent nenber and the anchorage
means, the second engagenent nenber being permanently di sposed
outside of a contour of the vehicle; and

the first engagenent nenber being engageable with the second
engagenent nenber when the first engagenment nenber is noved in
the clanmping direction, the second engagenent nenber bei ng pl aced
in tension when the first engagenent menber is noved in the

20
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cl anping direction, and the second engagenent nenber, at |east a
portion of the anchorage neans, and the neck portion being a
single, integrated unit, the securenent nmeans being fixed on the
vehicle after renoval of the load carrying unit, the portion of

t he anchorage neans and a part of the neck portion being disposed
in the space between the masking or sealing strip and the vehicle
body.

21. A vehicle wth a disengageable | oad carrier conprising:

a vehicle including a masking or sealing strip, the masking
or sealing strip defining a space between the masking or sealing
strip and a body of the vehicle;

a load carrying unit, the load carrying unit including a
support foot and a strut extending over a top portion of the
vehicle, and clanping neans in the support foot, the clanping
means including a first engagenent nmenber, the first engagenent
menber being novable in a clanping direction substantially
transversely relative to a longitudinal direction of the vehicle;

securenment nmeans for securing the load carrying unit to the
vehi cl e, the securenment neans including a second engagenent
menber and anchorage neans for imovably fixing the securenent
means, the anchorage neans being designed for fixing the
securenment nmeans on only preexisting portions of the vehicle such
that the vehicle need only be nodified to the extent that the
securenment neans is fixed thereto, the anchorage neans i ncl udi ng
a portion adjacent to and conform ng substantially to the shape
of a portion of the vehicle, and a neck portion extendi ng between
t he second engagenent nenber and the anchorage neans, the second
engagenent nenber bei ng permanently di sposed outside of a contour
of the vehicle; and

t he second engagenent nenber bei ng engageable with the first
engagenent nenber when the first engagenent menber noves in the
cl anping direction, the second engagenent nenber being placed in
tensi on when the first engagenent nmenber noves in the clanping
direction, and the second engagenent nenber, at |east a portion
of the anchorage neans, and the neck portion being a single,
integrated unit, the securenent neans being fixed on the vehicle
after renoval of the load carrying unit, the portion of the
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anchorage neans and a part of the neck portion being disposed in

t he space between the masking or sealing strip and the vehicle
body.
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